International organisations are ubiquitous in contemporary Europe and the wider world. This special issue takes a historical approach to exploring their relations with each other in Western Europe between 1967 and 1992. We seek to "provincialise" and "de-centre" the European Union's role, exploring the interactions of its predecessors with other organisations like NATO, the OECD and the Council of Europe. This article develops the new historical research agenda of cooperation and competition among IOs and their role in European co-operation. The first section discusses the limited existing work on such questions among historians and in adjacent disciplines. The second section introduces the five articles and their main arguments. The third section goes on to elaborate common findings, especially regarding what we call the vectors for the development of policy ideas and practices and their transfer across different institutional platforms.
borders. Clearly, the activism of IOs is even more marked in policy fields with a long history of technical or economic regulation and integration like transport, telecommunication, and trade. As in the case of education, their spatial, regulatory and thematic scope frequently varies, often resulting in overlapping competences, initiatives, and activities. It seems, as Karen Alter and Sophie Meunier have put it, "that every policy issue is nowadays the subject of multiple transborder agreements" resulting in a high degree of "density and complexity of international governance"; 6 or in what Kal Raustiala and David G. Victor in their study of the international regulatory conflict over plant genetic resources first termed international "regime complexity". 7 Based on fresh archival research, this special issue adopts a historical approach to exploring cooperation and competition among IOs in Europe. The articles seek to understand overlapping IO activities, the development of new policy ideas and practices in such forums, and most importantly, their transfer among IOs. Together, they will create a strong conceptual and empirical basis for developing the historiography of IOs with a particular focus on exploring the exchange relations among them and the role of multiple actors in such processes -ranging from IO secretariats to experts, international non-governmental organisations (INGOs), and, of course, member-state governments and agencies. The resulting research on the history of the EU and a set of IOs with a (not necessarily exclusive) focus on Europe is not just relevant to analysing IOs and their history, or European cooperation and integration. Instead, it is also crucially important for understanding their larger impact on the history of Europe in the twentieth century and beyond, as states have been more and more penetrated by international rules und working practices even when they have formally retained exclusive competence over a particular issue or policy area.
The special issue's geographical focus is on Western Europe. With its peculiar combination of supranational institutional features, wide-ranging competences, legal integration and financial resources the EU has become increasingly hegemonic among IOs active in governing Europe since the end of the Cold War. The articles in this special issue seek to contribute to "provincialising" 8 This contextualisation is not just relevant for historians of the EU and its predecessors who for a long time focused too exclusively on this organisation as the apparent focal point of all cooperation or integration efforts in post-war (Western) Europe. It is also crucially important for contemporary historians of Europe more generally who sometimes still narrate national histories without systematic reference to the international interdependence of societies and the role of IOs including the EC.
Finally, it carries broad implications for the interdisciplinary field of European
Studies, particularly for the work of political scientists who normally also only examine one IO at a time and mostly concentrate on today's European Union.
The history of IOs in Eastern Europe and in East-West relations is of course an equally relevant topic, but distinct from this special issue's core concern. Given our focus on transfers of ideas, concepts, and policy solutions among IOs, it seems legitimate to concentrate on Western Europe, where the overlap of membership and the similarity of institutional set-up and political orientation made such exchange relations much more likely. Moreover, it is interesting to explore to what extent the Western post-war "script" about Western Europe as a laboratory of international policy ideas from human rights to the environment is corroborated or needs to be revised by historical research -the more so as the more recent Cold War historiography in an attempt to develop a more global perspective has de-centred Western Europe to the extent of neglecting such questions. 10 In other words, this special issue aims at understanding the present-day EU in its postwar development as part of a web of international organisations in the Western world.
In fact, the EC was often a latecomer to new policy fields like culture and the environment precisely because its initial focus was the creation of a common market. 11 The EC frequently adopted and assimilated institutional rules and practices from member states. However, it also imported them from other IOs with an interest in governing Europe, adjusting them to its political and institutional setting, even where their spatial scope extended beyond Europe, as in the case of the OECD after its reform in 1961-62. Actually, it is perhaps surprising quite how many ideas and policy solutions the EC more or less copy-pasted from other IOs to adjust them to its own institutional framework and political objectives.
Eventually, we hope that the new research agenda of cooperation and competition among IOs in dealing with transnational issues will allow a more fine-grained analysis of how, when, and why the present-day EU has indeed become hegemonic in governing Europe. We contend that the dominant literature that highlights intraorganisational dynamics -most importantly the bargaining processes among member states -misses an important dimension. This also holds true for the research -less developed in history, and more prominent in political science -that focuses on inter-institutional dynamics or the interplay between the various institutions within the EU, such as the European Parliament, the Commission, and so on. 12 Instead, interorganisational links need more attention, since important developments in the history of the EU can only be explained through this lens. European "integration" history as a research field which from its inception in the late 1970s remained a rather small, tightly organised field, largely focused on the history of the present-day EU. 20 Moreover, much of the early research on integration history was characterised by federalist undercurrents and teleological notions (also influenced by neo-functionalist political science literature) of integration as a continuous "process" towards ever-greater "deepening" and "widening", ultimately resulting in the present-day EU. 21 This literature normally assumed that their alleged "supranationality" made the ECSC and the EEC creatures sui generis, and as a result, they were not placed in relation to other IOs or compared to them. The allegedly "advanced" character of ECSC/EEC integration seemed to make it unnecessary to identify, let alone explore, exchange relations with other IOs except perhaps for the ECSC/EEC's seemingly unilateral impact on them. Paradoxically, trying to counteract this trend in the historiography, even the economic historian Alan S. Milward, while advancing his notion of European integration as the result of the intergovernmental bargaining of "national interests" by member states, still focused largely on the origins of the ECSC and the EEC.
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The second conceptual reason why inter-organisational relations among IOs in postwar Western European co-operation are understudied is the dominant if often implicit realist epistemological perspective of much of the European "integration" literature.
Whether interested in national governments and their bargaining or the new "supranational" institutions and their activism, much of this literature was for a long time predominantly focused on decision-making moments: the creation of new organisations, the revision of existing treaties and, more recently, the trajectory of major policy domains such as the Common Agricultural Policy, for example. 23 In contrast, the articles in this special issue are also interested in the intellectual roots of governance practices. Our approach owes a lot to cultural and transnational history in a broad sense and to their sensitivity to a history of knowledge, representations, and perceptions as well as to connections, transfers, and entanglements. This research also focuses on other phases of policy-making such as agenda-setting and policy review and implementation.
The first of two more practical reasons for the lack of more systematic exploration of the exchange relations among IOs lies in the dominant focus of the literature not just on the ECSC/EEC/EC, but also on other IOs, on the history of a single IO -a focus that has often been fostered by the IOs in question in an attempt to cultivate their own historical legacy. Thus, the European Commission has sponsored research based largely on oral history interviews, into its own institutional history. 24 Similarly, the first and so far only, edited volume on the first years of the OEEC resulted from its decision to open its archives and apply a more liberal 15-year rule (as opposed to the customary 30) for access to its sources. 25 Although the OEEC, unlike the European Commission, did not interfere in the research and publication process, it was nevertheless keenly interested in counteracting the strong pull of the EU in the early 1990s. Other IOs, including the Council of Europe, have displayed a similar interest in safeguarding their institutional memory and historical legacy.
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The major resources needed to study co-operation and competition among Moreover, many policy issues are interconnected, adding to the complexity of transnational governance -something that historians can perhaps only reconstruct in teamwork, which is not easily funded or compatible with the discipline's rather traditional individual mode of research and writing.
More surprisingly perhaps, research in International Relations, too, has only recently started to study inter-organisational links among IOs. Earlier research in the neofunctionalist tradition was primarily concerned with understanding incentives for IOs, especially the EC, to expand from one policy area into other, functionally connected areas. 28 It also developed the notion of geographical "spill-over", which sought to explain why the EC began to attract new members soon after it was set up, with repercussions for other IOs like EFTA. This research was very much preoccupied with explaining "core Europe" integration, however. It was not open towards researching imports by the EC of policy ideas, practices, and solutions from other IOs.
Similarly, the sociological-institutionalist so-called Stanford School developed the notion of "diffusion". 29 It started from the assumption that hegemonic centres (such as the EC) could develop norms and policy ideas, and then spread them to other countries, regions, and IOs, but did not actually analyse the (negotiated) transfer processes. While interested in "diffusion" via different forms of connections, its conceptualisation as a unidirectional process buttressed the notion of movement of ideas and policy solutions from one self-contained space to another, much as in the early literature on cultural transfers in the historiography of early modern and modern Europe in the 1980s and early 1990s. 30 The unidirectional conceptualisation of "diffusion" actually impedes research on exchange relations as multidirectional processes of debate, negotiation and selective adoption, which result in new, hybrid institutional and policy outcomes.
The more recent International Relations literature tries to overcome these limitations.
It seeks to conceptualise and trace the origins of the complexity of competition and cooperation among IOs either (in the neo-functional tradition) in spill-over from negotiations in one policy field to another, within or across IOs, 31 In sum, therefore, there seems be an increasing awareness of the need to stop analysing the history of the EU in isolation, and to stress the multiple links among IOs that have competed, co-operated, interacted with each other in a variety of other ways, all in an attempt to "build Europe". It becomes clear across the articles in this special issue, moreover, that individuals with a high level of commitment to a certain cause were often important for developing a particular agenda and linking IOs. This is a finding of fine-grained historical research that is often lost on International Relations scholars who tend to prioritise structure over the agency of individuals, as they would put it. Where this literature has addressed the role of individuals it has called them "policy" or "norm" entrepreneurs with particular forms of social capital, to use Bourdieu's language. At the same time, the EC's legal integration could also act as a deterrent against agreeing more binding commitments in the first instance. Thus, as Meyer demonstrates, organised industry in the EC was keen to avoid the higher costs resulting from environmental legislation. As a result, the EC ended up with a definition of the Producer Pays Principle that was less stringent than that of the OECD, conventionally seen as one of the most pro-liberalisation and businessfriendly IOs.
The third characteristic was the EC's much greater financial resources. Some IOs like the OECD and the equally global Food and Agriculture Organization only had funding for their own secretariats, for statistical research, fact-finding missions and expert committee work. The Council of Europe, too, had limited funds at its disposal.
As Wassenberg shows, it could offer local and regional authorities a platform for the exchange of ideas, develop policy solutions, and encourage their implementation.
When the EC created its own regional policy, which distributed funds for the development of poorer EC regions, however, it quickly became the focal point of lobbying. When it started to foster the notion of a Europe of the regions, moreover, the EC also promised to strengthen the institutional and constitutional role and rights of localities and regions within the member states, which made it even more attractive as an institutional site for their interests and agendas.
Conclusion
The articles in this special issue cover different IOs alongside the EC, and a variety of policy challenges. As a result, their findings are necessarily incomplete. Nonetheless, they have allowed the identification of three vectors -policy ideas, actors, and institutional settings -as key explanatory factors for co-operation, competition, and transfers among European IOs during the period from 1967 to 1992. Moreover, three characteristics help explain why and how the EC succeeded in playing a stronger role in the battle among IOs for a more prominent role in addressing common challenges, developing policy ideas and agendas and identifying and transferring policy solutions.
These are the EC's focus on market integration, its greater legal integration, and its In other areas the present-day EU overlapped heavily with existing forums. This was the case for infrastructures including the transport sector, for example, where several existing organisations were founded in inter-war Europe and often carried over practices from the nineteenth century. 57 In such fields, the EC was often ineffectual despite having competences. The mode of interaction was characterised by crowding out of other IOs over time. Especially from the 1970s onwards the EC tried to bring the existing effective organisations within its remit in some way or another, and to develop a hegemonic role in regulatory matters.
In new policy issues, and fields, other IOs frequently developed and advocated ideas and policy solutions earlier than the EC. Examples of this would be the Council of Europe in the field of culture and the UN in the field of environmental policy. These
IOs' pro-active role sometimes led to partial convergence or cooperation as modes of interaction, and inward transfers into the EC from them. Finally, the present-day EU and its member states have become embedded in IOs like the OECD and the GATT, for example, where transfer processes take place mainly within the IO. In these cases, the EC has been able to contribute in a pan-European or global setting, rather than interacting with other IOs as a separate entity. In these cases, it has profited from its peculiar constitutional character as an IO with many state-like features with, since the Lisbon Treaty, its own legal personality under international law.
Our findings thus confirm and substantiate the claims of the first attempt to systematise the forms of interaction among IOs in post-war Western Europe. They also demonstrate that much more work remains to be done to fully understand the past and present role of organisations such as the EC/EU, the Council of Europe, the OECD and NATO and particularly the factors and forces that drive them. In his comment, Thomas Risse underscores the significance of historical work to arrive at fine-grained answers for such issues, and how much history and political science can learn from each other in pursuing this research agenda further. The articles in this special issue do not support Akira Iriye's recent claim that the Cold War was but a footnote to human rights history, and that IOs and transnational forces more broadly may serve as the core of an alternative narrative of European and global developments since 1945. 58 Nevertheless, given that for a long time the Cold War has been seen as an all-pervading reality, impacting on security and foreign policy debates, but also on issues as diverse as sexuality, technology, popular culture, urban planning and economic policies, the articles' findings are remarkable. They help to challenge the Cold War lens that has dominated much of the historiography on post-war European history and IOs, and to confirm the idea that at least during some phases since 1945, European IOs have been able to insulate and even to de-couple some of their concerns from the East-West conflict. 59 Since several of the articles also cover the period of the 1980s, when East-West tensions reached a new climax, the findings are all the more astonishing. This special issue cannot give conclusive answers in this regard either, but it helps to break new ground and refocus the debate on the history of cooperation and integration in post-war Western Europe, the role of IOs, and the Cold War in Europe.
